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COWENTS:
Revi sed Pl anni ng Application 252185 - Conmments

hj ections

We have previously responded and fornally objected on 26 Cctober
2025, 04 Novenber 2025 and 15 January 2026 to the revised Pl anning
Application 252185 for the comrerci al devel opnent at Thanmes Wod
House Care Honme, School Hill, Wargrave.

Qur previous objections are based on the significant negative inpact
and substantial harmthat the proposed rooftop HVAC units,
Mechani cal equi pnent and ductwork will have on the residentia
anenities of the surrounding area, specifically concerning the
detrinmental change in noise and visual intrusion, and the increase
in height of the building. Qur objections note that the revised

Pl anni ng Application 252185 and resulting changes will cause
substantial harm and negative inpact to neighbour and residential
anenity and |l ocal character, and there will be a significant
negative inpact on

- Noi se | evel s and noi se pollution
- Visual Intrusion

- Loss of anenity

- Proximty to neighbours

- Aesthetic harm

Insufficient mtigation.

The addition of these proposed rooftop HVAC units, nechanica
equi pnent and ductwork is a fundanental change, which will cause
significant nui sance and di sturbance to the occupiers of

nei ghbouring properties, especially those in Silverdal e Road.

Wth the exception of the recently and hastily issued flawed Noi se
| npact Assessnent (NIA) and the undated letter from Pozzon
Architects of approx. 15 Jan 2026, none of these detail ed comments
have been addressed by the Devel oper, nor sadly that we can see by
t he Woki ngham Borough Council (WBC). W would request that our
previ ous comments and obj ections be rel ooked at, in addition to our
new comments and obj ections bel ow.

We fornally object (again) to the revised Planning Application
252185, including the NIA and revised GA plans and el evati ona
drawi ngs, plus the undated Pozzoni Architects letter

We have al so previously noted serious deficiencies in the nei ghbour
notification of this Planning Application 252185. Only by word of
nmout h, nost residents of Silverdal e Road have been infornmed by
ourselves. W are adjoi ning nei ghbours of the devel opnent, so we
are neant to be notified formally by the WBC, rather than having to
randonmy find out about it by checking the WBC pl anni ng website.



Overall comments on Revised Planning Application 252185:

Considering the current Revised Planning Application 252185, we
not e/ request that the follow ng points be considered to refuse the
application or place conditions on the application:

1. Substantial Harmto neighbours in Silverdal e Road adjoining the
devel opnent :

The proposed addition of the roof nounted HVAC and Mechani ca

Equi prent and i ncreased buil ding height will cause substantial harm
to nei ghbours' anenity and nei ghbouring properties and | oca
character due to the negative inpact of constant and unacceptabl e
noi se pollution, further obtrusive visual inpact, further

over bearing

i mpact, further loss of light and further spoiling the enjoynent of
our local environnent. We refute the findings in the undated letter
from Pozzoni Architects of approx. 15 Jan 2026, nuch of which is

di si ngenuous and i ncorrect.

2. Building height:

In a Teans Meeting between Silverdal e Road residents and WBC

Pl anni ng on 9th February 2026, it was nentioned by WBC that the
bui |l di ng height had increased by 0.4m This figure needs checked
and nay relate to the overall height of the whol e devel opnent

adj acent to School Hill, but locally it is approx. 2-2.2m higher

i medi at el y behind the

properties in Silverdal e Road, therefore having significant inpact
to the residents of Silverdal e Road.

3. NIA Deficiencies:

We have previously clearly noted serious deficiencies in our

submi ssion on 15 January 2026 on the base line for the recent Noise
| npact Assessnent (NIA) carried out by the Devel oper's Consultant,
as have other subnissions by residents of Silverdale Road in
January 2026. For ease of reference, appreciating that nmany of our
previ ous comments and objections are ignored, they are included
again below. The WBC is requested to instruct the NTA to be
reconmi ssi oned in

conditions reflecting the site before the construction period, when
the NI A shoul d have been carried out. The current NIA report is
seriously flawed and is unreliable, and therefore it's findings and
concl usi ons cannot be relied upon to support the Revised Pl anning
Application 252185. Shoul d t he WBC Environnental Health team be
unabl e to discover the sane glaring deficiencies in the NIA we
really have a problemwith the quality of those review ng the

Devel oper's subm ssion.

The revised Pl anning Application needs scrutinised to consider these
points, as a m ni num

4. Amendnent under Section 73 of Town and Country Pl anni ng Act not
val i d:

Section 73 of the Town and Country Pl anning Act 1990 all ows

Devel opers to apply for minor material amendnents. However, this
HVAC i ssue and its associ ated vi sual obtrusion, noise inpact, and

i ncrease in

buil ding height is a major material anendnent, and needs proper due
diligence. The late addition of these roof nounted HVAC units is
clearly a major change, as if nothing else it is adding 2-2.2mto



the roof sightline. Condition 2 of the original Planning Approva
222456 allows for variations; however, variations should not include
such new i ssues as substantial HVAC, additional high nmounted plant

equi pnent

and ducting, high screens and roof top nmintenance pathways. It is
a poor reflection on the Devel oper and the WBC that such fundanent al
design paraneters were not included at all, and were totally

overl ooked in the original Planning Application 222456. Any decent
Devel oper shoul d have considered this at an early stage. There has
been no fundanmental or najor revisions in terns of room nunbers and
facilities to the devel opnment during the design process, to warrant
leaving it so late to add all the HVAC at the last minute. A design
i ncorporating a dedi cated HVAC plant room (typical for a comercia
buil ding of this nature) could have easily been included from day
one in both the concept and prelimnary design phases.

In a Teans Meeting between Silverdal e Road residents and WBC

Pl anni ng on 9th February 2026, we advised the WBC that the addition
of

substantial roof nounted HAVC is not ancillary equipnent. It adds
substantial harmto the adjoining nei ghbours.

A case was put forward by WBC that the HVAC i s perhaps just design
devel opnent. However, the requirenent for HVAC was obvious fromthe
start, and it should have been included in any concept or
prelimnary design schene or subnmission. To add it 2.5 years |ater
is not developnent, it is very poor design and a deliberate
conveni ent onission, knowing it could have fundanentally i npacted
the original approval process. It adds height, adds noise

pol lution, increases visual obstruction, increases the over bearing
i mpact of the building, domnates the neighbours' views, and nakes
t he devel opnent feel oppressive to the residents of Silverdal e Road.
It was bad enough

| ooking at the side of an ugly and overbearing building, but now we
will potentially have the same with industrial plant on the roof as
well. It is totally out of keeping with the surroundi ng donestic
vill age environnent.

5. Pozzoni Architects letter of approx. 15 January 2026:

We refute the findings in the undated and anonynous letter from
Pozzoni Architects of approx. 15 January 2026, nuch of which is
di si ngenuous and i ncorrect.

The bul k and scale of the existing building is already inconpatible
with the local area. The addition of proposed rooftop HVAC units,
Mechani cal equi pnent and ductwork is a fundanental change which wll
i ncrease the height of the building causing substantial harm The
increase in roof height i mediately adjacent to our properties in
Silverdale Road is not "a nodest increase in height". Oher
coments such as "small section of roof" and "is not considered to
result in any material harm are disingenuous. The letter fails to
address the deficiencies in the NIA Report. The letter fails to
address why these anendnents are being nade at this | ate stage of
the construction work, after 2.5 years.

Specific coments (updated) on the NIA are as foll ows:

6. Location of Noise Measurenents not representative:
The noi se neasurenent |ocation on the south east of the site is



nowhere near the affected nei ghbours' properties in Silverdal e Road,
so the data results are unhel pful and not representative. The
objections relating to the noise and visual intrusion are mainly
fromresidents in Silverdale Road. Therefore, the location of the
noi se nmeasurenments is not relevant, and should have been to the
north of the site, and i medi ately behind Nos. 4, 6 and 8

Si | verdal e Road.

Most of the bedroons of the adjoining properties in Silverdal e Road
are at the rear of the properties, and therefore nearer to the care
hone. They are detrinentally affected. This again illustrates
that the selected noi se neasurenent |ocation does not consider the
properties nost affected.

7. Background Noi se base | evels taken during Construction
Activities: The day tinme noise neasurenents taken include the
current construction work noise. Section 4.9 of the NIA notes "The
noi se environnent was primarily influenced by construction

activities." The neasurenents taken sinply do not give a true
reflection of the day tine background noise to the south side of our
property, including to our bedroons, |living areas and garden. The

background base figures used in the NTA will be higher than the
noi se |l evel s before the construction works. Prior to the
construction works, the only noises in the back of our garden were
badgers and foxes rummagi ng around, birds singing, plus the
occasi onal noi se of school children playing during |unch hour and
breaks at the infant school, plus planes on approach to Heat hrow
Airport in certain wind or flight path routes. It was quiet and
private, with regular and frequent periods of no noise at all
Currently, the background noise is dom nated by the construction
works, to the extent that we do not open wi ndows or use our garden
for relaxation. Therefore, the figures in the NIA are unreliable,
and do not represent a true or actual reflection of the nornal

hi st ori cal

background noise levels. Lawence Baker Ltd's clains of a
representative background noise level are totally flawed, and have
been artificially elevated (intentional or otherw se).

8. Noi se Inpact |evel is underestimated:

As noted above, the artificial elevation of the representative
background noi se |l evel presented in the NI A have the additiona

i mpact of underestinmating the additional inpact of the roof nounted
HVAC wunits, when conpared to the real |ower original background
noi se

| evel

9. Noise duration

The 24-hour noise levels will be higher in warm or hot weather when
the equi pnment will be used at or near to nmaxi num capacity, which is
when we, the nei ghbours and other |ocal residents will have their

wi ndows open (including their bedroomw ndows at night). The

enj oynent of gardens and anenities will be severely disrupted and
substantially harned for everyone affected by the noise |evels.
Those residents working fromhone will also be affected by the noise
| evel s. M tigation nmeasures need to be further inproved. Constant
hunmi ng fromthe HVAC equi prent during the night, or at other quiet
times will cause substantial harm and severely inpact the quality
of life and local anenity of those of us affected.



10. Assunptions about plant operation are not valid:

Section 5.6 of the NIA states that "it is unlikely that all plant
itens will operate sinultaneously." However, in reality, the nost
probable tine for full operation is during warm and hot weat her
(which is beconming nore frequent and extrene with gl obal warm ng)
when

nei ghbouring residents to the care hone will have their w ndows open
for natural ventilation. Therefore, this is an assunption that
cannot be relied upon, and the worst-case (and in this case the

nost |ikely) scenario should be considered and nodel | ed.

O her comments on the Revised Planning Application:

11. Effectiveness of acoustic screens:

The visual appearance, long-termdurability and effectiveness of any
proposed acoustic screens needs to be presented and di scussed. They
will be exposed to wind, and nust be sturdy and visually tolerable

12. Failure to relocate HVAC Pl ant:

The Devel oper has failed to address any of our and our nei ghbours
conment s/ obj ecti ons, including giving proper consideration to our
proposed sol ution of relocating the HVAC plant and ancillary

equi pnent to the south side of the building on the side walls or at
ground |l evel on the south side where there is plenty of space
(enclosed within

appropriate noi se-reduci ng enclosures or housing with air flow in
order to mninise the detrinental noise and visual inpacts. This
could help mtigate sone of the probl ens causi ng substantial harm

Section 6.4 of the NIA states that the "option of conpletely

encl osing the noisiest itens of plant within acoustic encl osures has
been

revi ewed and di scounted due to a | ack of avail able space and the
resultant |oss of adequate airflowto the plant itenms." This may
not be correct, and should be interrogated/investigated further
There appears roomon the south side of the devel opnent for sone of
t he

HVAC units. The Developer's lack of planning in their design is not
a justification for locating the units on the roof, causing
unnecessary naxi mumvi sual and noise intrusion to the residents of
Silverdal e

Road.

13. Alternative Placenent / Relocation of HVAC units and ancillary
equi pnent to the south side

As not ed above, the noise |levels can be reduced/nitigated and the
unsi ghtly and intrusive visual inpact can be avoided if all or sone
of the proposed HVAC units and ancillary equi pnent are relocated to
the south side of the building on the walls or at ground |level on
the south side

Definitely, do not place at the east end, which directly abuts our
garden, and our close neighbours to the east.

The south elevation is shielded by trees and vegetation and a rarely
used wal kway, whereas the north and east el evations abut the back of
our garden, and others in Silverdale Road and Beverl ey Gardens.

14. Visual and Acoustic |Inpact of Added Equi pnent not assessed:
The external HVAC units and ancillary ducting and pi pi ng now bei ng
proposed at the last mnute, were not included in the origina



Pl anni ng Application 222456, or alluded to on any drawi ngs. This

om ssion nmay have materially affected the original Planning Decision
and Approval. The additional height, visual and noise inpact have
never been properly consulted on. A redesign should have been
carried out to enable the ground floor siting of a proper
acoustically enclosed HVYAC facility or Plant roomto the south of
the buildings. Hopefully, it is not too late to do this. It is not
fair to residents that this nmaterial change to the original Planning
Application 222456 is being retrospectively accepted. In accordance
with Core Strategy Policies CP1 and CP3, the WBC are neant to
ensure that no nuisance or disturbance is caused to the occupiers of
nei ghbouring properties, and to safeguard the residual anenities of
nei ghbouring properties.

Concl usi on and Sunmary:

The revised Pl anning Application 252185 and NI A and revi sed GA pl ans
and el evational draw ngs, plus the undated Pozzoni Architects letter
do not specifically or fully address the potential harnful and
negative inpact of the rooftop HVAC units and Mechani cal equi pnent
and ducting on nearby residential properties, including the
properties in Silverdal e Road adjoi ning the devel opnent.

We request that as a mininum conditions are placed on the
application and that nore options are considered and that a new,
properly executed N A is carried out, nanely addressing the
fol | owi ng:

- Use valid and representative baseline neasurenents, that do not

i nclude current construction rel ated noi se.

- Locati on of neasurenents to be i medi ately behind Nos. 4, 6, 8

Si | verdal e Road.

- Propose and investigate alternative and nore effective solutions,
such as using quieter units, better quality acoustic

screens/encl osures or relocating to the south side addressing the
concerns of all the neighbours to the devel opnent, i.e. to properly
i nclude those in Silverdal e Road.

Still of relevance, we refer to the Nexus Planning letter of 02
Decenber 2022, supposedly addressing the issues raised by the public
in their comments on the original Planning Application 222456. As
the building work has progressed, it is now obvious that the

devel oper/owner has in fact not addressed the issues raised by the
public and | ocal neighbours. |In particular, (and just one exanple
of this) the building height is not consistent with the genera

hei ght of donmestic developnment in the area. The comment that "the
proposed buil ding height will not dom nate the surrounding area or
surroundi ng properties" is sadly not the case, and in rel ationship
to Revised Planning Application 252185 for new HVAC, this is nade
worse such that it is now causing substantial harm The

devel opnent including these HVAC additions is not sensitive (as
proni sed) to those of us who view and back onto it in Silverdale
Road and adj acent roads.

The unsightly view of rooftop HVAC units and ancillary equipnent is
totally out of keeping with the surrounding residential area, and
affects the view fromour property at 8 Silverdale Road and all the
nei ghbouring properties in Silverdal e Road, and adjacent roads.



Qur rear garden, our wi ndows at the rear and side, which include our
kitchen, dining room fanmly room |ounge room 3 of our 4 bedroons
and ensuite, all look out on to this unsightly view Simlarly,
this is also the case and the sane for our neighbours at No's. 4, 6,
10 and 12 Silverdal e Road, and for nei ghbours in Beverley Gardens.

We, therefore object to the |latest Revised Planning Application
252185 for the reasons stated above, and all those raised in our
very

detai |l ed objections of 26 COctober 2025, 04 Novenber 2025, and 10
January 2026

We request that due the substantial harm being caused, the
deficiencies in the NTA and lack of mitigation, that the |atest
Revi sed Pl anning Application 252185 be refused, or that conditions
are placed on the application

lan Kirker, C. Eng., FICE
Mel i ssa Kirker



